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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromtwo district court orders. In No. 95-
7570 t he Appel | ant appeal s froman order denyi ng reconsi derati on of
an order di sm ssing clains agai nst one Def endant in his individual
capacity and all Defendants in their official capacity, dism ssing
cl ai ns for nonetary damages, and di sm ssi ng Appel I ant' s request for
I njunctive and decl aratory relief. Several clains are still pending
before the district court. Wth the exception of the claimfor in-
junctiverelief, this court is wthout jurisdiction over the appeal
because the order i s not appeal able. This court nmay exercise juris-
diction only over final orders, 28 U S.C. 8 1291 (1988), and cer-
tain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1988);
Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337

U S. 541 (1949). The order here appealed is neither a final order
nor an appeal able interlocutory order, wth exception of the in-
junctiverelief claim nor isit an appeal abl e col | ateral order. W
therefore di sm ss the appeal of the clains not involvinginjunctive
relief as interlocutory.

This court has jurisdiction to consider the appeal of the
district court's order declining to reconsider the denial of
i njunctive relief in accordance with 28 U . S.C. § 1292 (1988). W
find that the district court did not abuse its discretion in
denying injunctiverelief. Appellant's notiontoreconsider did not
di scuss or raise new issues regarding the injunction sought, and
the notion presented no exceptional circunstances warranting re-

lief. See Dowell v. State Fire & Cas. Auto Ins. Co., 993 F. 2d 46,
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48 (4th GCir. 1993). Further, the district court acted properly in
declining to award the requested injunction on comty grounds.
Accordingly, we affirm the denial of reconsideration as to the
claimfor injunctive relief.

Finally, in No. 95-7753, the Appellant appeals fromthe dis-
trict court's order directingthe clerktoretaintherecordinthe
district court while the appeal in No. 95-7570 was pending. This
order was proper because the pendi ng appeal was nostly interlocu-
tory in nature and the rel evant docunents were forwarded to this
court for consideration. See Fed. R App. P. 11(e). W therefore
affirm the order directing that the record be retained in the
district court.

We deny the notion for oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

No. 95-7570 - DI SM SSED | N PART AND

AFFI RVED | N PART

No. 95-7753 - AFFI RVED



